I
n the academic world of twenty or thirty years ago it was conventional to hold that the story of Judaism was one of a gradual, but inexorable, evolution from a Canaanite/Isra elite pagan and mythological environment into the pure light of an unsullied monotheism. The point at which this breakthrough to monotheism was achieved was a subject of debate. but most scholars seem to have been agreed that it certainly took place. Moreover, Judaism in the post-exilic era was thought to have carried the process to such an extreme that excessive stress on the transcendental nature of God led Jews increasingly to perceive him as inaccessible to them. Israelite religion, and its successor, Judaism, was supposed to have made a decisive break with its pagan environment and so to have produced a wholly unique religion. I quote as an illustration of this position one of the better books of this era: T. C. Vriezen's Religion of Ancient Israel, published originally in 1963 and translated into English in 1967:
God in hjs oneness, his uniqueness, is so completely other 1 in character, in his mode of being-the-God-o f-Israel, his all-controlling, all-governing relationship to this nation. his moral and supernal qualities, his fac ulties standing over and above the creation. his absolute power and holiness, that for the faithful .of Israel nothing in the world offers to compare with him. That is why one is forced to say that monotheism in Israel is qualitatively and essentially something different in kind from monarchism. and even from the pantheizing monarchism of the ancient East. 2 In the last twenty years or so there has been a radical change in the climate of Old Testament studies as scholars have come to realise that claims about the originality of ancient Israelite religion are virtually impossible to substantiate and relatively easy to demolish. Contrast V riezen with this from Niels Peter Lemche's Ancient Israel, published in 1988:
All we can be sure of is that the Israelite conception of Yahweh during the period of the monarchy did not contain features which distinguish his worship from o ther types of religion in western Asia. 3 ') -JOURNAL OF JEWISH STUDIES Despite the changed climate in Old Testament studies of which Lemche's book is but one symptom, there still remains, however, a consensus that Judaism after the Exile represents a startling new development in the history of religion, and that it is the Jewish monotheistic conception of God that makes this religion stand out from all others. It will be my contention in this paper that it is hardly ever appropriate to use the term monotheism to describe the Jewish idea of God, that no progress beyond the simple formulas of the Book of Deuteronomy can be discerned in Judaism before the philosophers of the Middle Ages, and that Judaism never escapes from the legacy of the battles for supremacy between Yahweh, Ba'al and El from which it emerged.
I do not intend to proceed here by setting up a model definition of monotheism and then assessing the Jewish tradition against this yardstick. That would be too easy. Maimonides and the other Jewish philosophers knew a long time ago that Judaism would not match up to such a test; hence their massive effort to alJegorize the tradition, just as the Greek philosophers before them had to allegorize Homer. What I propose to do instead is to try and observe the pattern of Jewish beliefs about God from the Exile to the Middle Ages to assess whether or not it is truly monistic. The results of my observations will lead me to the conclusion that most varieties of Judaism are marked by a dualistic pattern in which two divine entities are presupposed: one the supreme creator God, the other his vizier or primeminister, or some other spiritual agency, who really 'runs the show', or at least provides the point of contact between God and humanity. And even when, as in rabbinic Judaism. there clearly is one dominant divine figure, I doubt whether the picture of God presented to us is really unitary at all.
This reassessment of the supposed monotheistic nature of Judaism springs, in the first instance, from my work on Sefer Ye~ira. Two aspects of this text are relevant here. Firstly, in a work which grew into its present shape between the third and eighth centuries C.E. and which purports to tell us how God created the world, there is no sign of the doctrine of cr~atio ex nilzi/o.
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The earliest manuscript of Sefer Ye~ira has in §20 the following statement about how God created the world:
He formed substance from chaos and made it with fire and it exists, and he hewed out great columns from intangible air. 
The position represented here by Sefer Yesira and Rab Huna represents no advance whatsoever on Genesis chapter one. God creates order out of a pre-existi ng chaos; he does not create from nothing. N!!arly all recent studies on the origin of the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo have come to the conclusion that this doctrine is not native to Judaism, is nowhere attested in the Hebrew Bible, and probably arose in Christianity in the second century C.E. in the course of its fierce battle with Gnosticism.
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The one scholar who continues to maintain that the doctrine is native to Judaism, namely Jonathan Goldstein, thinks that it first appears at the end of the first century C.E. , bur has recently conceded the weakness of his position in the course of debate with David Winston. 6 My view is that David Winston is correct to argue that the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo came into Judaism from Christianity and Islam at the beginning of the Middle Ages and that even then it never really succeeded in establishing itself as the accepted Jewish doctrine on creation. Aristotelian views on the eternity of the world were perfectly acceptable in Judaism. as also were nee-platonist views on its emanation out of the One, because crea1iv ex nihilo could not be demonstrated from the Scriptures. Maimonides (Guide, 11.26) concedes that rabbinic texts teach creation out of primordial matter and most commentators. starting with Samuel Ibn Tibbon, the first translator of his work into Hebre\v, believe that Maimonides himself privately thought that the world was eternal. 7 lf then, before and even through the Middle Ages. Jews beheved that God did not create the world out of nothing. where did the material for it come from? Clearly from the tohu and bohu of Genesis I :2. But where did these come from'! Either they were co-eternal with God. and hence compromised his unique status, or they came out of him . The Kabbalists were not afraid of drawing the latter conclusion, as we can see from the earliest text of the Kabbalah, the book Bahir:
There is in God a principle that is called 'Evil'. and God. 12 Moshe Ide) in his Kabbalah: New Perspectil·es (New Haven, 1 988) goes even further than that in order to correct what he sees as the misleadin!Z ._ impression given to the world of scholarship by Scholern's domination of the subject. He argues that the unio mys.tica can be found in Judaism even in its most extreme forms and he quotes an impressive array of texts to support his argument.
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Many of these presuppose that humans can become divine and dispose of the powers of God.
This theme of self-identification with God, once we start to explore it. to the claims of Jewish magicians, 1 5 , but above all to the claims of the Hekhalot literature that a man, Enoch, ascended to heaven and was metamorphosed into Metatron, the 'little Yahweh·. 16 The theme of the apotheosis of the wise man , the mystic, binds the Jewish mystical trend together with Jewish Apoca lyptic of the post-exilic era, fo r the most widespread version of belief in the Afterlife in the post-Maccabean period assumed that the fai thful would join the heavenly assembly and become like the 'angels', the 'sons of God', the stars. The Dead Sea Scrolls seem to assume that this is a goal attainable in this life those who are accounted worthy to attai n to that age and to the resurrectio n fro m the dead neither marry no r are given in marriage. fo r they canno t die any more, because they are equal to the angels and are sons of G od. bei ng sons of the resurrection.
The theme of 'becoming like one of us' reveals itself as the lurking sub-text of Judaism from Adam to Nachman of Bratslav. But how does this material square with the supposed transcendental monotheism of Judaism from the post-exilic period on? Not at all. as far as I can see! Those. then , are the two areas in which my work on Sefer Ye~ira has led me to question generally accepted defi nitions of Jewish mo notheism. Let us now expand the scope of this enq uiry to cover the fields of Jewish ange1ology and Jewish magic. These a re two areas where the steadily increasing weight of evidence makes very dear the continuity of Jewish religious belief and practice from its ancient Canaanite sources. Who were the angels and the archangels, the Cherubim and the Seraphim. Satan, Azazel and Mastema? The Hebrew Bible is qui te clear on the fact that these figures belong to the class of divine beings C":"l~N "l:l / C"~N "l:l, members of the ' host of heaven· {C"~'D:"l N:l~) . Yahweh belongs to this class of beings, but is distinguished from them by his kingship over the heavenly host. However. he is not different from them in kind. This reflects the pro bable origin of Yahweh as one member of the heavenly host. namely the national god of the Israelite people. who became king of the gods when he was identified with EI Elyon. the head of the Canaanite pantheon. This identification of Yahweh with El (C":"l~Ni'T N,:-t in:"l") is the essential theme of the Hebrew Bible. But Yahweh in Old Testament times had many ri vals who are explicitly named in ways which make quite clear that these other gods were 
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He also, at least in popular belief, had a female consort. 2 0
One key text, Deuteronomy 32:8f., lays bare the structure of these Israelite beliefs, and also in the history of its text shows us the development from Yahweh to Elohim taking place. The original text here, as in the LXX and supported by the DSS, 2 1 probably read:
When the Most High gave to the nations their inheritance, when he separated the sons of men, he fixed the bounds of the peoples according to the number of the gods ( 'N "l::l j c.,&.;.N "l:l 22 ). And Yahweh's portion was his people Jacob, Israel his allotted heritage.
The MT has r~moved the reference here to the gods or the angels and substituted 'the sons of Israe1', 23 while in verse 9 it identifies Yahweh with Elyon by reading mn" r'" .,~ whereas the LXX presupposes a Hebrew text which had i11i1" p'n "il~. As Lemche puts it, 'the Hebrew text identifies the "Most High" (Elyon) with Yahweh, while the Greek version apparently ranges Yahweh among the sons of the Most High, that is, treats him as a member of the pantheon of gods who are subordinate to the supreme God, El Elvon·. was ever anything other than Yahweh himself, but the pattern of belief revealed in this text persisted. So we find throughout Judaism the idea, itself probably of Canaanite origin 26 but with simihir ideas in Greek religion, 2 7 that God has assigned the rule of each of the seventy nations of the earth to one of his angels, members of the heavenly host. But the knowledge of who these angels originally were was not lost in the tradition. The following comment on the Shema in Deut. R. is most instructive. I translate from Oxford Ms. 147 •o L h . ')">6 f -~me e. op. cH .. pp. __ .
~3 Identifying the number of the nations (Genesis 10) with the number of Jacob's (Israel's) sons (Gen. 46:27) .
The title Elyon is used ir. Deuteronomy only in ch. 32:8. The non-Jewish origin of the name can lx seen in the f~h.'t ~ha t the only two uses of it in the Pentateuch ar~ put on the lips of non-fsraelites (Gen. 14: !8 and Num. 24: 16). That this was no theoretic al danger can be seen, not only from Jewish magical texts where Michael and Gabriel etc. loom large. but also by reference s in non-Jewi sh texts to Jewish worship of the angels. 30 The rabbis had to mount a tremendo us propagan da battle in the midrashi m to downgra de the angels and stress Israel's superiori ty to them . Hence the theme, so comprehe nsively studied by Peter Schafer, and so widespre ad in the midrash, o f the rivalry between the angels and human beings. As Schafer concl udes, [srael and humanit y are exalted in o rder to keep the angels in their place.
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Here also is the contex t fo r that phrase so often repeated in the midrash: ·not by means of an angel and not by means of a messenge r'.
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I see no difference between the range and scope of rabbinic polemic against the angels and prophetic polemic in the Old Testame nt against the worship of other gods. The rabbis even had to ban the making of images of angels and other heavenly creatures , as well as the practice of sacrificin g to angels. The archange l Michael is expressly mentione d in the latter connectio n. 33 One way of combatin g the danger of Jews worshipp ing angels was the developm ent of the idea that a ngels are ephemer al creatures . A widely cited midrash on Lamenta tions 3:23 ('they are new every morning· ) has the a ngelic chorus created and destroye d every day. But someh ow Michael a nd Gabriel could not be demoted in this fashion. As Gen. R. 78: I puts it: ·an of the other angels change every da y. but they do not'. Spinoza. that acute ~Q Lieberman . p. 68. Cf. P. Schiifer. Rivalitiit : u ·i.~chen Enge/n und M enschen (Berlin . 1975 We will come back shortly to the primordial nature of Michael and Gabriel.
None of this rabbinic polemic would have been necessary if lots of Jews had not continued the old Israelite pagan practices and simply substituted the angels for the Canaanite gods. The names and function s of many of these angels relate them to natural phenomena 35 and are exactly equivalent to the minor nature divinities of the Greek pantheon and the nature spirits ubiquitous in ali human societies. In some cases, we can see the old Canaanite gods still there in rabbinic Judaism, even retaining their old titles. Prince Yam, for example, li ves on in the Babylonian Talmud and in some of the midrashim, and his opposition to Israel is located precisely where we should expect it: at the Sea of Reeds, or, as my colleague N icholas Wyatt prefers to translate rpc C", 'the sea of extinction'. 36 The mythological overtones of the crossing of the rpc O" are thus preserved in rabbinic Judaism as are numerous other remnants of older Canaanite beliefs. Indeed, Irving Jacobs has argued that rabbinic Judaism has preserved intact the full version of the battle with the chaos monster which in the Old Testament has been broken into Jisloca ted poetic fragments. 3 7 There are rich, as yet unexplored, pickings in rabbinic midrash for scholars interested in the Canaanite background to Israelite religion. This is one area where our specialization into U garitic scholars. Old Testament scholars, and Judaists, really lets us down. To appreciate the continuity one needs to be all three.
Let us look now at just one example of how Jewish angelo logy reveals a pattern of religion that is anything but monotheistic . In the account of the Exodus and the Crossing of the Red Sea in the Book of Jubilees chapter 48 there are three divine actors . At the beginning, the person who attacked Moses on his way into Egypt and forced Zipporah to circumcize their son is identified as Prince M astema. not the Lord as in the biblical text. This is interesting since many commentators on Ex. In one fragment of the J~Var Scroll, MichaeL Israel's champion. is quoted as saying, ·I am reckoned with the gods' (J~nmc O"~N Cl' "lN 4Q491 fr. ll ). presumably a necessary reassurance to the faithful.
This theme of heavenly opposition to God is continued in the rabbinic haggadah in which we find angels opposing God's plans for Israel at every stage. They tried to argue him out of creating human beings in the first place. then to stop Moses ascending to heaven to receive the Torah. and finall y to stop the Shekinah descending to the Temple. The motive for the angels' actions is jealousy of Israel and is nearly always linked to discussions of Israel's election. The angels here. as in the non-rabbinic texts discussed earlier. are surrogates for the gentile nations and their gods. The rabbis adapted the earlier theme of the batties of the gods/angels in order to discuss and to justify lsraers election.
So when we look at Jewish angelology in the Second Temple and rabbinic periods what we seem to have is a d(!velopmen t a\vay from the t11onotheism which is more nearly attained in the Book of Deuteronomy. Some scholars explain the apparent proliferation of belief in angels in the post-exilic period as a reaction to the distancing of God from Israel consequent upon the adoption of a transcendental mono theism. A much more likely explanation is that Deuteronomy stands apart from the mainstream of israelite and Jewish beliefs and witnesses to the views of a small coterie of priests and scribes, the group which Morton Smith called 'The Yahweh Alone Party'. 40 In terms of quantity, texts which attest to the kind of beliefs about angels which I have been discussing are far more numerous than those which stand in the tradition of Deuteronomy. What is striking about these texts is that the practitioners appeal to God and his angels without making any clear distinction between them. On thi'-! magic bowl Yahweh is even called an angel. This lack of differentiation between the di vine beings is by no means unusual in the magic texts. l\:luch more could be said. and will be said in future, as more of these texts are published. about how our increased knowledge of the extent and nature of Jewish mal!ic must lead to a revision of our views on the nature of Judaism.
However. I will conclude this brief reference to Jewish magic with some excerpts from a bowl text which will lead us into what I think is the most widely attested pattern of Jewish beliefs about God:
[By] your name I make this amulet that it ma y be a healing to this one. for the threshold {of the house) ... I bind the rocks of the earth. and tie down the myst~ries of heaven ... I rope, tie and suppress all demons and harmful spirits ... In case I do not know the name, it has already been expl<!ined to me at the time of the seven days of creation . These three magical texts aH come from the talmudic or later periods. They show religious beliefs untouched by those of Deuteronomy and the rabbis. They, and the many others like them, can hardly be described as monotheistic. Indeed. they are scarcely even ·monarchistic' , to use Vriezen's term. since Yahweh is reduced to not much more than an efficacious magic name. The active roles are played by Michael, Gabriel and Yehoel. But who are they?
If, then, monotheism seems an inappropriate term with which to describe all the rich variety of Jewish beJiefs about God, at least before the Middle Ages, what alternative description should be offered? It seems to me that something like ·a cooperative dualism· would be a more appropriate description than monotheism. The ra bbinic term for it was the belief in 'two powers in heaven ·. When Yahweh was identified with El and became the head of the pantheon, the pattern we saw behind Deut. 32:8 f. remained unchanged. Michael stepped into the vacant slot and became the number two in the hierarchy. the special representative of Israel and her protector against her enemies. As John Emerton pointed out as long ago as 1958. this is the clue to the imagery of the Ancien t of Days and the Son of Man in roles remain the same. Sometimes the angel is Yehoel as on the magic bowl. Note this name! Yahweh is El. Sometimes it is Metatron. In J 1 QMelch it is Melchizedek. In Philo it is the Logos. For the mystics and the midrashim it is the Prince of the Presence or the Sar Torah, for the Kabbalah the Shekinah or the Sefirot, for the medieval philosophers the Active Intellect. For the rabbis it may suffice to quote the conclusion reached by Irving Jacobs in his study 'Near Eastern Mythology in Rabbinic Aggadah'. Discussing the myth of the divine combat with the chaos monster. he says:
Rabbinic legend. however. has preserved the more original form o f the combat myth. The combination of the divine hero and his support ing deity is ret ained, although translated into acceptable terms. The national god and hero of the pantheon in the polytheistic versions bt:comes a prince of the celestial beings, who exercises a special guardianship o\·er Israel. The supporting deity is God himself, who enables Gabriel's sword to vanquish Hardly any variety of Judaism seems to have been able to manage with just one divine entity. Needless to say. this situation left many Jews confused, especially about the identity of the number two in the hierarchy. We all know the story of how Elisha ben Abuyah went up ro heaven and, seeing Meratron seated at the entrance. mistook him for God himself. 47 4 5 ·The Origin of the Son of Man lmagny '. JTS 9 ( 1958 Here is the context fo r the sustained ra bbinic attempt to confront what they saw as the error of assuming the presence of •two powers' in heaven. They were not, as earlier scholars thought, confronting the metaphysical dualism of Gnosticism and Zoroastrianism .
Most of this material has been ably studied by Alan Segal in his Two Powers in Heaven ( Leiden, 1977) and by David Ha lperin in that important, but rather lengthy, book The Faces of the Chariot (Tubingen, 1988) .
Halperi n, in pa rticular, brings to light the rabbinic unease abo ut much material in the Hebrew Bible which seemed to them too close to paganism for comfo rt and which they wished to keep from the attentio n of other Jews. The material which Halperin amasses on the demonic undertones of Ezekiel's havvor and the M erkabah and t heir connection with the Golden . --Calf is particularly interesting for my purposes. As Ha lperin comments, in this material 'the wall between God and idols collapses·. There then fo llows an exegesis of Ps. l :6 at the end of wh ich R . 
-
The ministering angels then remonstrate with God for this disgraceful behaviour and start countering it with biblical texts. The paragraph ends as follows:
R. Huna Rabba of Sepphoris said: While the ministering angels were arguing with each other. keeping each other preoccupi~d. the Holy One. Blessed be He. created them. He said to them. 'What's the point arguing'? I have already created humanity!' So, in order to create human beings, God has to keep his own Attribute of Justice in ignorance and throw Truth to the ground . The rabbinic attempt to maintain the unity of God by identifying :-nn" with his Attribute of Mercy and u":17N with his Attribute of Justice does not work. What we still have here in the Midrash-and this is only one of numerous examples 5 2 -is the conflict between i11il\ the particular god of Israel, and ,N, the head of the Canaanite pantheon. who stands for some kind of universal principle of justice above the heads of the other quarrelling gods. The ministering angels are the gods of the gentiles opposed in the divine assembly to the special privileges which ;,,;'1 .. wants for [srael. The atmosphere is that of Psalm 82. ;,,;, .. can only get his way by overthrowing ~N. who stands for Justice and Truth. and that is precisely what happened in the history of lsraelite religion. There was no way in which the election of Israel could be squared with the principle of equity and the rabbis knew it. One or the other had to give way. So in order to counteract the heresy of the two powers. whose roots indeed go back to the two names for God in the Hebrew Leg. All., 11.49) . In Philo this figure becomes the Logos which he can even describe as a 'second god'. 54 The pattern was very useful for aligning Judaism with M iddle Platonism and its distinction between the unknown supreme God and the demiurge. In rabbinic Judaism this second entity becomes the pre-existent Torah, the ground-plan of the universe. and 
Matronit. 55
The dualistic pattern is nearly always there. The fact that functionally Jews believed in the existence of two gods explains the speed with which Christiani ty developed so fast in the first century towards the divinization of Jesus. Some Christian authors used the Yahweh/ Michael/Gabriel pattern and identified him with the number two fig ure in the divine hierarchy. The angel Christology of the Ebionites is undoubtedly in touch here with the earliest forms of Christia nity. There is a nice quotation from the Gospel of the Hebrews which neatly shows this pattern at work:
When Christ wished to come upon the earth to men, the good Father summoned a mighty power in heaven, which was called Michael. and entrusted Christ to the care thereof. And the power came into the world and it was called Mary. and Christ was in her wo mb seven months. sti Other, better-educa ted Christians, used the wisdom/ logos archetype. which gave Christ his role in creation. Whether or not the Enoch pattern of ass umption to heaven and metamorphosis into Metatron was also at work here is difficult to say. because of the still unresolved problem of the date of 53 As late as the tenth cen tury Saadya still felt it necessary to correct the misuse of the names i1kl I conclude, then, that monotheism, as used, for example, by Vriezen in that passage with which I began this paper, is indeed a misused word in Jewish Studies. The pattern of Jewish beliefs about God remains rnonarchistic throughout. God is king of a heavenly court consisting of many other powerful beings. not always under his control. For most Jews. God is the sole object of worship, but he is not the only divine being. In particular, there is always a prominent number two in the hierarchy to whom Israel in particular relates. This pattern is inherited from biblical times. The attempt of the compilers of the Hebrew Bible to merge il1i1~ and O"i1'N never really succeeded.
